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IN THE SUPREME COURT OF THE ST A TE OF IDAHO 
THE STATE OF IDAHO 
Plaintiff/Respondent, 
vs. 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
Supreme Court Docket No. 43658-2015 
CASE NO. CR2015-13 
JEREMY WAYNE SEWARD, 
REPLY BRIEF 
Defendant/ Appellant. 
___________ ) 
REPLY BRIEF OF APPELLANT 
APPEAL FROM THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE THIRD JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF THE 
STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF CANYON 
CHRISTOPHER S. NYE 
District Judge 
FOR THE APPELLANT: Matthew J . Roker 
LOVAN ROKER & ROUNDS, P.C. 
717 S. Kimball, Suite 200 
Caldwell, Idaho 83605 
FOR THE RESPONDENT: LA WREN CE G ! WASDEN 
Idaho Attorney General 
Statehouse, Room 210 
Post Office Box 83720 
Boise, Idaho 83720-0010 
MAY 2 7 2016 
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STATEMENT OF THE CASE 
Nature of the Case 
On appeal, the State has not contested the District Court's finding that a seizure of the 
truck occurred. Accordingly, that issue is not addressed any further. However, the instant Reply 
Brief in necessary to address the State's analysis and its argument, that the facts of this case are 
sufficiently distinguishable from established case law and support reasonable suspicion for the 
seizure. For the reasons articulated herein and in Mr. Seward's Appellant's Brief, the District 
Court erred by denying Appellant's motion to suppress the identification of the Appellant as the 
driver of the truck. 
Statement of Facts and Course of Proceedings 
The statement of facts and course of proceedings were previously articulated in 
Appellant's Brief. They need not be repeated in this Reply Brief, but are incorporated herein by 
reference thereto. 
ARGUMENT 
Respondent seeks to distinguish Appellant's case from State v. Cerino, 141 Idaho 736, 
117 P.3d 876 (Ct.App. 2005) on the basis of the Court reasoning that the Officer in Cerino did 
not know if Cerino had a driver's license from another jurisdiction. However, the holding of the 
case was directed at the information available to the Officer that would allow him to identify 
those individuals inside the vehicle in order to possess reasonable suspicion that meets the 
constraints of the Fourth Amendment. 
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"We conclude that the mere observation of a vehicle being driven by someone of the 
same gender as the unlicensed owner is insufficient to give rise to a reasonable suspicion of 
unlawful activity. A contrary holding would endorse the so1t of arbitrary invasions of personal 
liberty and privacy that the Fourth Amendment is designed to hold in check. Officers could run 
owner registration and driver's license checks for any vehicle they see in operation. seeking an 
owner without an Idaho license and a driver of the same gender, and would be authorized to stop 
any vehicle meeting these criteria. In our judgment. the Fourth Amendment safeguard reg uires 
more particularized suspicion to justify the "constitutionally cognizable intrusion" of stopping a 
motorist." Id. 
Respondent correctly notes in Respondent's Brief that "the only question was whether 
there was a reasonable basis for concluding that Seward was driving the truck". Respondent also 
correctly notes that "unlike Cerino, Officer Ashcraft did not stop Seward based on an 
observation that someone of the same gender as Seward was driving the truck". Or to more 
aptly phrase the sentence, Officer Ashcraft did not even have the benefit of being able to identify 
the gender of the driver or occupants. Officer Ashcraft seized the vehicle with a complete lack 
of knowledge of any identifying information for who was inside the truck. 
CONCLUSION 
Respondent does not challenge the District Court's finding that the truck was seized 
when Officer Ashcraft used his patrol vehicle to block the truck in the driveway. The only issue 
is whether Officer Ashcraft possessed reasonable suspicion that Appellant was inside the truck 
when the seizure occurred. The information available to Officer Ashcraft did not support 
reasonable suspicion to effectuate the seizure and was a violation of Appellant's Constitutional 
rights under the Fourth and Fourteenth Amendments. The District Court erred in failing to 
suppress the evidence of Appellant's identification as the driver of the truck. Appellant requests 
this Honorable Court reverse the District Court's finding that Officer Ashcraft possessed 
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reasonable suspicion to effectuate the seizure and suppress the evidence of Appellant's 
identification as the driver of the truck. 
DATED this 27" day of May, 2016. 
LOY AN ROKER & ROUNDS, P.C. 
~~q~ 
MATTHEW J. R<$ERi 
Attorney for Appellant 
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CHRISTOPHER S. NYE 
DISTRICT COURT JUDGE 
CANYON COUNTY COURTHOUSE 
1115 ALBANY STREET 
CALDWELL, IDAHO 83605 
LA WREN CE G. WAS DEN 
IDAHO ATTORNEY GENERAL 
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